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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
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1 )[3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 06/06/2006 . 
2a)E3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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7) |El Claim(s) 12. 17. 19-24 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed June 6 th , 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

2. In response to applicant's argument that The Burout reference does not include a 
flexible hinge, examiner disagrees. The resilient material of the Burout reference is a 
hinge in fact, since it is disclosed as being flexible. It functions as a hinge and has the 
structure necessary to be rightfully called a hinge in all but the most narrow definitions. 

3. In response to applicant's argument that The Burout reference does not disclose 
"a plurality of support members, each support member having a plurality of blade seats 
spaced apart from one another along a length of the support member", Examiner 
disagrees. Examiner believes his characterization of the nature of Burout to be a 
reasonable interpretation of the Burout reference and, as such, maintains it in the 
current rejection. Even though the structure is unitary, it does not change the functional 
or visual characteristics of the support members. There are three distinct regions that 
support the blade, which are aptly characterized as two support members and a 
retaining member. There is no indication in the claim language that the retaining 
member may not additionally be supportive of the blade, and the allegation that the 
retaining members contiguity with the support members makes the Examiners 
reasonable interpretation of the reference invalid is unpersuasive. 

4. In response to applicants argument that the contiguous nature of the support 
structure means that the blade supports are not "spaced apart" Examiner disagrees. 
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Two blade supports (the end supports) are spaced apart via a third intervening 
structure, that of the retaining member. The end support members are still "spaced 
apart" from one another. 

5. In response to the argument that the Burout reference fails to discloses "a 
plurality of retaining members" . . . "connecting said support members", Examiner 
disagrees. There are clearly at least two retaining members (435, 425, figure 8) that 
serve to retain the support members relative to one another. Without the retaining 
members only the blade itself would connect the support members, therefore it is 
unquestionably reasonable to characterize elements 425 and 435 as retaining 
members. 

6. In response to the argument that the Christman reference fails to teach "a 
plurality of support members", this argument is moot, since Examiner does not rely on 
Christman to provide evidence of said plurality of support members. Applicant has not 
noted or objected to any inadequacies in the Christman reference with regards to the 
essential subject matter of the reference. 

7. Applicants argument that the Coffin reference is ineffective relies on the 
previously discussed argument of the deficiencies of the Burout reference. As such, it is 
rendered moot in view of Examiners remarks above. Applicant has not noted or 
objected to any inadequacies in the Coffin reference with regards to the essential 
subject matter of the reference. 

8. With regards to claim 12, Examiner had intended to indicate such as allowable, 
since the only reasonable interpretation of the claim is that there are hinges between 
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successive blades, AND the hinge between blade pair 1-2, for instance, has a different 
spring constant than blade pair 2-3. Examiner believes there is nothing to suggest this 
configuration in the prior art, and as such, it should be indicated as allowable. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

10. Claims 1-5, 8, 9 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Burout. 

Since these claims were treated in the previous office action dated 2/17/2004, 
only the amended portions which affect the rejection will be discussed further. 

Regarding the limitation "a plurality of razor blades", Burout discloses a plurality 
of razor blades (figure 8). Burout further discloses that the support members are 
"spaced apart from each other and arranged..." as seen in figure 8, and commented on 
in section 4 above. Burout further discloses that each of said blades is attached to one 
of said rows. This can be clearly seen in figure 8, where both blades are attached to 
respective rows of blade seats. 

1 1 . Claims 2-5, 8, 9 and 1 1 have not been amended and as such do not require 
further treatment since they are treated fully in the office action dated 03/06/2006. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 
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13. Claims 6, 7, 10, 13-16, 18, 26-28 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Burout et al. in view of Christman et al. 

14. Claims 6, 7, 10, 14, 15, 18, 26 and 28-31 have not been amended and as such 
do not require further treatment since they are treated fully in the office action dated 
03/06/2006. 

1 5. Regarding claim 1 3, Burout et al. further discloses that support members are 
deformable in response to externally applied force such that a relative angle between 
successive razor blades is variable. 

Burout et al. discloses all the features of the claimed invention except for the 
connection of the pivot members to a handle via arm members. 

Christman teaches both fore and aft pivot members (numbers 8, 9, 1 1 figure 1 
form the pivot members) being attached to a handle (1 figure 1), via arm members ( 10 
figure 1). 

In the same field of invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify Burout et al by using pivot members to connect to 
a handle via arm members as taught by Christman et. al. The motivation to combine is 
that the pivoting connection with a handle allows for movement in response to shaving 
forces (see Christman et al. column 2 lines 40-43). 

16. Regarding claim 16, Burout discloses a handle , a razor cartridge having a 
plurality of razor blades; said razor cartridge having a plurality of support members (the 
end areas adjacent to 425, 435) each having a plurality of blade seats (at least two, 
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seen on the left of figure 8 supporting the blades 420 and 430) along a length of said 
support member (as seen in figure 8). Burout further discloses that each of the blade 
seats of each of said support members is separated from a next successive blade seat 
of said support member by a flexible hinge (seen most clearly in figure 7, flexible hinge 
427 separates successive blade seats supporting 430 and 420). Burout further 
discloses a plurality of retaining members (425 and 435 figure 8) which connect said 
support members such that said support members are spaced apart from each other 
and arranged so that each of said blade seats is approximately aligned with a 
corresponding blade seat defined by the next successive support member, thereby 
forming a plurality of rows of approximately aligned blade seats (seen in figure 8). 
Burout further discloses that each of the razor blades in attached to one of said rows of 
blade seats( see figures 7 and 8). Burout further discloses that the hinges and thereby 
the support members are deformable in response to an externally applied force such 
that a relative angle between successive razor blades is variable (column 7 lines 9-20). 

Burout does not teach the connection of the pivot members to a handle via arm 
members. 

Christman teaches both fore and aft pivot members (numbers 8, 9, 1 1 figure 1 
form the pivot members) being attached to a handle (1 figure 1), via arm members ( 10 
figure 1). 

In the same field of invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify Burout et al by using pivot members to connect to 
a handle via arm members as taught by Christman et al. The motivation to combine is 
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that the pivoting connection with a handle allows for movement in response to shaving 
forces (see Christman et al. column 2 lines 40-43). 

17. Regarding claim 18, Burout et al. in view of Christman et al as discussed above 
meets all the limitations of the claim except for the limitation that the second ends be 
biased toward one another applying a compressive force to said razor cartridge retained 
therebetween. 

Christman further discloses that said second ends are biased toward one another 
applying a compressive force to said razor cartridge retained therebetween (column 3, 
lines 4-6) 

18. Regarding claim 27, Burout et al. in view of Christman et al as discussed above 
meets all the limitations of the claim. Christman teaches both fore and aft second pivot 
members (numbers 8, 9, 1 1 figure 1 form the pivot members) being attached to a 
handle (1 figure 1 ), via arm members ( 10 figure 1). It also teaches first pivot members 
(the female portion where second pivot members connect to the cartridge) being 
attached to said support members. 

19. Regarding claim 28, Burout et al. in view of Christman et al as discussed 
previously (specifically in regards to claims 10 and 27) meets all the limitations of the 
claim. 

20. Regarding claim 30, Burout et al. in view of Christman et al as discussed above 
(specifically in regards to claims 18 and 27) teaches all the limitations of the claim. 
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21 . Regarding claim 31 , Burout et al. in view of Christman et al as discussed 
previously (specifically in regards to claims 14 and 27) meets all the limitations of the 
claim. 

22. Claims 25 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Burout et al. in view of Christman as applied to claims 6, 7, 10, 13-16, 26 and 27 
above, and further in view of Coffin (USPGPUB 2004/0221455 A1). 

Regarding claims 25 and 29, Burout et al. in view of Christman et al as discussed 
above meets all the limitations of the claim except for the limitation that the relative 
spacing between a cutting edge of successive razor blades is non-uniform. 

Coffin teaches the use of non-uniform blade spacing (figure 6e). 

In the same field of invention it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify Burout et al. in view of Christman et al by making 
the relative spacing between successive blades non-uniform as taught by Coffin. The 
motivation to combine is providing more comfort, better performance and more safety 
(page 3 column 1 , first half of the column). 



Allowable Subject Matter 
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23. Claims 12, 17 and 19-24 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

24. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sean M. Michalski whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6752. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30AM - 3:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on 571-272-4502. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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BOYERD. ASHLEY 
SUPERVISORY RATENT EXAMINER 



